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Real Versus Make~Bglieve Differences

in Told and Dictated Stories by Kindergarten Children
4 A

" EIizabeth Sulzby®

Northwesggrn University

.

This report focuses updn differences in the structure of

- *

chiidren‘s-stories, depending on whether the compaéition mode of the
story is telling or dictating and upon whethgr the topic of the story
‘
is treated é; real or make—beliebe. This investigation is part of a
larger project titled "Beginning Readers’ Developing Knowledges About
Written Language.”" 1In the BRDKAWL project six kinds of langu§5e
samples were collected and compared. -The language saﬁbles were
conversation, storytelling, dictation, handwritten composition,
refreahing, ;:hkediting. The selection of these kinds of language was
designed'to vafy from interactive, face-to-face speech to
decontextualized texts able to be understood by a non-presen£
audience; in other words, the samples represented oral and_ written

i )
language differences.

A further purpose of the BRDKAWL project is to describe the
knowledges about written language that children have during th;
transition from pré-reading to reading. The six kinds of language
samples in thig study were deemed to be relevant fo_such a

-

description. In particular, dictated stories or accounts were of

-

-

interest because of their use in early instruction.

" Dictations are frequently recommended and used as instruc;ional*
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materials in begidning reading instruction. Within formulations of
v
the language experience~approach, dictated stories or accounts are
presumed to be appropriate in terms of their relation to‘the child 8
current knowledges about language. Stauffer (1980) argued that ‘
children's own language about their own real-life experiences is the
lmost apprOpp}ate early readiﬁg -ateriai; ﬁhe syntax, semantics, and content
ofsuc? #angﬁage is "controlled," or suited to the child whorproduced ic.
Henderson (Note 1) has ebserved that the differences between
children's dictations and their:conversations about. a etimulus for
dictation can be observed for signé?of hew close children afe'to being
~ able to read. Kiﬁg and Rentel (1981) and Sﬁizby (1981‘and in press)

.

have begun to gether descriptive and expe:imental doeumehtaﬁion of
some of the differences betweeh conversétioh, storptelling. and

dicfatiqn. and some of‘the re%etionships between those differences and
children's reedipg_developmeni. ' . '

If a child cannot yet read, it would seee reasonable that s/he 1
would not differentiate between storytelling .and dictation; in other
words, storytelling and story dictation would aound.alike to a
listener. ip fact, Sulzby (in press) has. found that kindergarten
children signal differences between told and dictated stories in their .
speech. They used prosody and pauses to signal these differences
which seémed to be keyed by awaréness of the needs of the acriae. s
Furtherqore, she' found that the mode adaptations that children made orally

were related to the degree of ‘emergent reading ability for children at

. the extremes of the distribution.u

" >
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One purpose of this,paper is‘to investigate the written form of ' -
told and dictated stories. Can differences stiil be detected'when
o these stories are transcribed and the cues of erpsody and ﬁausing
: temoved?f It is.possible that children may qeke distinctions in
features sech as prosody but lack knowledge‘of textual features needed
for written forms of 1anguage-—“Written language needs to be
S ' decontextualized 80 that a non~present, non—interactive reader can
| understand the message) Children may treat both told and dictated
stories as contingent entities in which a listener is privy either to
contextual information or may ask questions for clarification. Or .
they may treat the told story as norebcontingent than the eictated
story;‘in this.caee,ythey should be more sbecific in givipg - : .
information in the dictated story:‘ One way of detecting‘the degree of »
decontextualization would be to analyze the answers to who vhere,
vhat. when, why, and how questions that a reader would be able to
- derive from the written transcripts of children's stories.

The secon& purpase of this paper is te‘iﬁVegtigate etory topic
differences. The issue is 'wheth;r real stories coming from a chiltl"a
actual experiences differ in -o-e.relevant way from nlke-believe iy .
stories. To address -this -issue, however, it is important to know that

the knowledge base frdi vhich the child creates sneh_real and

Y
-

make-believe versions is comparable.

»

U Two ways in which stories can differ should be distinguished:

- differences related to the quality of story qua story and differences

telated to the story as<potential. reading material. While these two - .«
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” are not strictlyheeparatédvin this study, the reasoning concerning the o
relevant kinds’ of differences should be examined, oy '.,;
The quality ef the stfuctu:e of stories qua .story has describable
effects upon how storiés will be recalled by children (Mandler &

'qghnson, 1977; Stein & Glenmn, 1979). Empirieel findings have also Been
reported from which it might be inferred that there could be real and
mnke-believe differences in the stor& productibns,_as oﬁposed to recall,
of young children. These production studies focus upon story qua story
‘and bot ;s gources of potentiel :eading material. 'The~qua11£ative differeqces‘
in story structure should yield stories that vary in ease of children's
remembering them if we reason by extension from the comprehensien or recall

- ‘ studies but thefe is. no‘empirieal evidence addresaed to fhis queetion.
The differences 1n the ‘quality of the stories produced qua story

'are\based upon eomparisans betueen studies and may be due to differencea in
sampling and elicitation methodology. For example, Menig-Peterson and
"McCabe (1n press). found that sanples of real-life narratives of young -

. " children were more well—fotmed and ettucturally more complex'than vere
Glenn and Stein's (1978) fictinna;.storiea elicited from children .of similar
ages and descriptinhb. Sutton~Smith's (1981) corpus contains multiple stories
collected from children but his technique was so naturalistic that comparisons |
cannot be made with asauig;ce. pa;ticqlarly eince the children were not
queried about their asaoéieted intentions to port;gy reality or fiction.
Sililarly, Goldman (in ptesa? specified that children uere to make up
a storynin a condition tha; seems to call fpi make-believe tales;

however, when she elicited real-life expetiences'in a second condition,
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ghe did not specify that the children were still telling stories.

Heér procedures woyld, however, allow for differences to be inferred

PN

about the structure of the knowledge base used by children to access

‘lnfbrmation for describing the knowledge from the real or make-believe

vantage pqints. ‘No published study that 1 am aware of has yet tested
real- versus make-believe effects upon stories collected from the same

children,?

In sﬁecuiating about how children might differgntiate betwgen
reality and fantasy in creating stories, Sulzby (1979) suggested that
children might be s0 aware of whac has dctually happened to them in
real—life that ‘stories they te11 about these events become less
complex and more script—-like ahd that ‘children would be more free to .

construct a well-formed ‘and more complex story 1f the topic were

“ make—believe.‘ Menig-Peterson and McCabe (in press) found children

able to :ell quite cqpple;-raal-lifé stories but the researchers
selected the three longest narratives produced by each child and did
not establish a control over topic. Additiqnally, they did.ﬁct use an
glicitation procedute‘that specified that‘tge‘child wag to_ tell a
story; rather, the child was telling abouf/an’eyent in a
conversational setting with the focuﬁ upon the interaction between
examiner and child and not upon the quality of the story. Hhen
children produce stories in a school setting as dictations to be later
repd, the focus is glaced.upon the story as product and not upon the

'interaction between teller'and listener.

’

L
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" with the characteristics needed to comprehend written text: that the

Page 6
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The studies cited above were used to compare redl and

make-believe differences in stories qua story. There are no emgicical

comparisons using children'’s real and make-believe stories as reading.

’

(1980) has defended the superiority of real topics as atimuli.
Holdaway (1979) has suggésted that these "stories,” or accounts are
compased of less menorable langunge than are, f::*;ZRtrast; children's
storybooks written by adult authors. Sulzby’ (1981) has d;scussedv

differential ‘supports and constraints of different text types for

beginners but did not include real and make-believe differences within

the same child's camposition in the analysis.
The speculationp about the advantages of ficcional, or
make-believe, narrativea as stories 1nc1ude thege EfgumentS' stories

©

about make-believe events may be more vivid and memorable to the young

child; the child may elaborate mke%cs more than real-life events

which may be recited in script-like fashion; and the nnké-belieﬁe
stories may be better formed in the story grammar sense. In this

paper, these speculations will be narrowed to two issues having to do

-

. >
text is specific enough for another person to understand and that the

text 18 well-formed enough to effectively support nenoty'for the giver

text.
In this study, children’were asked to tell and~to diqtate stories

thdt were. real and ndke-believe. all about the same basic topic, as

\

pa#t of things people do when they "write a story." A within aubjeccu

\ |
R . !
*

.

-

.
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design was chosen since the further focus was to explore the
knowledges of children who are juﬁtAbegihning to read. Children’s
reading afiempts for these stories were used to evaluate their

emergent reading ability in order to test whether there was a :

relaiionahip between emergent reading ability and the structural

»

well-formedness of the stories. Stories were compared to see whether
: )

either mode or topic would lead to different degrees of specification

or suiting the story to the needs of the reader.
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, | Method -
Subjects
"Twenty~four children (13Cgirls, 11 boys) from one kliderganten
- . .

classroom in an upper~middleciasa community north of Chicago, Illinaia,

were the subjects. The studen;s mean age in October. 1979, was 5-4

(range, 4~11 to 5~10) The classrcom was selected for a longitudinal
s -

a:udy of begifning reading and writing. One consideration in its
selection was the fact that reading and'ﬁ}iting were not téﬁghc as a
planned part of ;hg curriculum.3 Additionally, the literacy culture of
the community was describable and classroom membership tended to be stable.

Data Collection

. ‘ This was the second dtudy in which these children had participateé.“
The children's preliminary knowledges about real and nnke-believe topics
and about the specific topic of learning to tide a big vhegl had been

aeseased 1n an interview study called, "Gencral Knoqlg@ggg About Hritten_r

® ~

Language."” Data for the current study were collected from nidmOctober v
until mid-December with approximately on; month betﬁeen the two sesilong
fﬁr each child. )
) For each seénian. one of two examiners took each child to a quiet
spot where the child was put at ease, re-acquainted with the tape-recorder
and other.ptocedurea, and then auked'to do three thinga that peop!b can
do "to write a story." The children were assured that the exaninet knew
that they did ;;?‘yet know how to write like a grown-up but that chey
knew much about‘reading and writing already. Children were also told
that the examiner would help them, | S
o For each of the ‘two la-qionl; three language productions were
. . , .obtained: a told -éory. a diCFlted'ftoty, and a han@wtitten story.
l .

Q | . i o ‘](j

.

»

-
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Re-reading and editing tasks were part of the fwo written productions.
Orders were counterbalanced and assigned to subjetts at random.

Twelve orders were used with two children in each cell and orders Y&

- -

remaining the same between the two sessions. These orders resulted

¥

from the six orders of telling, dictatiug, and writing, with the two
orders of real and make-believe varied with the production orders.

- L
Appropriate transitions were provided for each order us.igned.

o

Abbreviated vercions of the directions are given be. .«

-

e ; serpl dirmcelons I VANT 100 20 WRITE A

Yailing ONE OF THE THINCS PROPIR DO YO WRITE A .
™0
THAT'S VAIAY I WANT YOU TO BO WON. TRLL <«
 1.{

186
AU ¢ biceation ONE OF TWEZ TWINGS PROPLE CAN B0 10 WNITE

- Weiring soxries ween Feorre

T 50 IT YOUR OV WAY. NON 1 WANT YOU

L

1 UANT YOM TO TILL ME YOUR STORY (DICTAYL :
YOUR STORY TO ME, VRITL'ME YOUR 3TORY) . '
AN IT'S A ARAL (MAKE-BELIEVE) STORY ABOUY
YOu (LITTLE PRINCE/PRINCELSS CMARMING) AND .
HOM YOU {S/ME) LEAMED MOM TO RIDE & RIG
UMEEL: . _

“ABONT MOM YOU (S/uE) TRARMEN TO

RIBE A BIG WWELL,

" AMAT MAKE YOM (MER/KIH) MANT TO

. ' "o 1x, N o
ANB NOM YOU (S/4E) DID IT. y

8 ,

Hhory digections

 ERC - | -1

3 . . .

o
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Transcriptions ‘ o -

Total sessions were tape~recorded and subsequented transcribed.
Each examiner double-checked the granscriptions then coordinated all .
observational notes and children's haudwritteﬁ and dictated stories with
the transcriptions. These assembled documents” served as the pro:acolg
used in acoriﬁg. After completion; farty—four‘pergent of the tqpes;'

were checked against the protocols by a trained assistant. (It should

‘-c

be noted that there were thus two versians of the dictation: the oral
* . v ‘ ‘ "l
vergion taken from the Judiotape and the version writcen by the scribe.

Differences between these two versions were used in judgiﬁg the stability

of the compositios’ for the childe)

N v .

Scoring - .

. Three different scoring systems were used. The first was a
"ecompleteness of context" analys%g. adanted from Menig-Peterson and

McCabe (1978). The second was an adaptation of the production story -

L

gramnéf as. proposed by Stein and Glenn (1981, Notes 3). The final scoring
*

~
. >

system was used to assess children's emergent reading abilities. This
system is described in Sulzby (1981 and in pgess) and has been further

validated as described in Otto and Sulzby (1981, Note 2). These systems

are des;tipeh briéfly below; complete details are available gh Sulzby (1981).

S . ‘
COnPIJEZkbss of context. The completeness of context analysis i

was designed to determine to uhai‘degree ¢hildren specify informattion for

2

their listeners or readers that will answer the traditional questions:

who, ghat, when, .where, hdﬁ. and why! The scorirng system was adapted
‘f? the. content of the gtimulus used in tgis study, learning to ride a
‘ . !

. Y
big wheel (or gther’véhicle) either as a fictional or real account.

The range of <~5\  ’ A ‘ -

8 '\ ‘ '}
L . \',: |
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possible scores for thé~§peci§icati@n of each kind of question is

. xilven below, comﬁaring the original fange used by Menig-Peterson and -

»

sl

MeCabe {1978) and revisions used in this study.

14

Guestion
WHO

«

| WHERE

WEHAT

WHEN

HOW

WHY -

Who scoring

S

it

N

-

H&nig-Pecetsaﬁ A
and McCabe . . -
- {1978} ) ~ Sulzby
0-3 0-3
0-3 . G )
-2 0-3%
0-2 0-2
0-2 0-2
0-1 0~-1

Y

"Who'" specification addreeseé the issue
whether or not the child lets the

asudience know who the participants

in the stery are. The scoring ranges

from 0 tor no s§ékificati&n of

participants to 3 for full specifica-

A .

tion. .

—

0 = No mention of participants.

Al

"} = Participants referred to only

"by'pronuuns or other indefinite
reference.

2 = Relational but non-specific
person words; names without
‘relations. '

3 = Clear relations withlidentifiable

specification within the context,

13,

11




+ g .
. either through "fictionalizagion"
. ‘ 2 | or full specification.
. ,
‘Where scoring “Where” specification placks a
! ' "‘narrative in séacg. Hen;g—Peterscn and

McCabe's narratives required a mafé

extensive 0-3 scoring,h‘ContenE analy~-
- sis re;ealed that these children rarely

A | 5peg§ff¥d‘10cation and that a giﬁblg'

| 0-1 scoring for presen&e oy absence

1
x of location was sufficient.

Y

What scoring \\\ "What" scoring appIfes to objects

mentioned in the“storfl This scoring
was expanded from 0-2 used by Menig-

Peterson and McCabe' to 0-3 by gplitting
v E S
the highest category in two parts; this

was partially neéessary because of the
<

a

prior specification of "big wheel."
B 0 = No reference te object; by name.
1 = Reference to "big wheel"™ only as

"it" or "something."

LN

2 = Either "big wheel" is named or
at least two other objéc:a must
be named, one of which %st not.
be a part of “big wheel."

3 = "Big wheel" is named plus at least
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one other object which may be a

, part of "big wheel."

L 3

When scoring . "When" places the marrative in the

= history of the huthor. Direct time

placement is combined in this

A
’

. * scoring with literary conventions
. about time reference.‘ This scoring
excludes references to "“when" tbat
implies causation o; "why" relations.
0”ﬁwﬁo’time.reference except tense
} or signallingzof "figsffJ. . §\\\\\ '
qhen“‘xelation-af events.
1 - General time réference,‘such.
as "one ﬁai.“_"whenhx," or

"for two days." EN\é

2 = Specific-time reference or

literary conventions about time
" such as "when I’vna four yeat%‘
old," or‘“éuce upon a‘time("

‘Why scoring The "why" scoring’énswers the question
"why did the action take place." The
scoring used by Menig-Petexson and
HcCab; ié suited got'thiq‘study because
it simply aéknowledges ?he presence or

abserce of causal relations. The child

<

| 2%
]
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BN

RN
. was kiven credit for including causal
. relatidps whether or not the child

explicitlly mentioned causal relations

however, be cued by words in the text.

-

-0 = No causal relationship stated or .

-

. . . dmplfed. '\

+

- 1 = Causal relationship stated or

implied. . '

- I4

How scording . The "how" category describes the

-

action that takes place in'a narrative.

-

While the scoring was adjusted to be

-t

more specific about £he’§émantiq‘;4
/ -sbntent of the elicited action, learn-
1né to rié;’a ?ig wheel; the 0-2 levels
of ecoriné are numerically the same as
' and semantically anﬁlogous to the
| original scoring system.
0 = Confusing to the listener or
audience. Alternately, the "how"
of the action may be totally °

missing or may include no reference

“to learning or planful action

-
-

h) ' related.;o learning: "I learned

how." ’

or imp:lied them. The implication must, .
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1 = The "how" is incomplete or lacks
important ;nfarmation. The child
may give parts of actions without ' .
clear specification of what the
action is or the child may give
- ) o a fairly complete explanation of
’ how the action took place but
- S . _ presents i£ in a confusing manner.
’ ~a | 2= fhis category is a complete
’ specification of the action. To be.

9 S Lo ' complete, the story has to stéte

e o "~ or cleaglf imply the requested_3981 ’
| . "learning to ride a big wheel," ) ‘ xf
- . ’giQe actions that'make seneé'in the .
context, and g;ve some notion of the
finale of tﬁ: actions,congruent to

the goal and ﬁlaﬁ.

Scoring for completeness of context was done by two raters. One T

ﬁefson acored all the children's etories-for all six categories. That
scorer trained a second rater on the firet twelve children s stories
in each category, then the aecond rater completed the scoring |
1ndependent1y. The percentage of agreement ranged from 88% for '"why"
t0-96% for both "where" and "how." Disagreenenta wegevaue to errors
in not following the criteria except for "why" in’ which some :

-

disagreements arose over implied ceueal relationships. This analy:’s was

only used for 19 children, those with cemplete sets of.date (four stories).
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Adgﬁted production sto:g;g;ammar. The written version of the

fol? and dictated stories were scored for structural complexity by
using ah adaptation of the production story grammar, as déscribed by .
Stein and Glenn (1981) and as modified to £t qﬁis corpus. ‘Tw;

_ modificationg were ;;cessary. This égrpus included children.Qho
refused éobprOQuce a story. aé'well as children yho producedlwhat Stein
and Glenn call "no structure" pieces consisting of either onme ,;
" statement or oné statement a;d its paraphrase. The second
modific;tion was to include structures’'in which the verbs signalled
that thg narrative was more like a plan.or a hypothetical stgéeggnt of
a story that could be tald ihan~it,was an actual story. These
na;gatives were called "procedural” and could easily be placed within
the categories.

. Sfories were piacéd into eight categories, with two subd;visions. ,A
pre-episodic and episodic. ‘The prevepisodic struct;res consisted of -
,'five categories: ‘ | | |

. (1) Yo stgry
v22)>'No structure
(3) ‘Deséribtive éequeﬁég
(4) Action sequenée
(5) Reactive sequencg- .
The eﬁisodic structures were comprised of thé fol%gwing four classes
of narrative:

(6) _Inconpléte‘episode

(7) - Simple episode P .

(8) Conplet§ episode
(9) vHult;-episodé ' ot

.
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'The scoring was done by one examiner with extensive experience
with story grammar scoring. As a check upon the scoring, 20% of the ‘
stories were used to train a second scorer ;ho then independently
scored an additional 25% of the stories. The two examiners agreed -
about the overall structure of eli but one'of:the‘storieq, That
disagreement was due to whether or not a result could be inferred‘
from the child's wording. l |

Scoreslfrom zero to'eight were‘assigned uith %ero being given
for "no story," proceeding through eight for multi-episodic storiesa

. Assigniryg such numbers is not part of the Stein and Glenn procedure:
* but was ueed ‘for ease of atatistical analysis. The‘scoreslof
zero through eight can be considered an_ordinal scale, eveu though ' \\
there 1is some question atout the reacti;e sequence .(see Henig-Peterson
_and Mchbe, in press)f -

¥ -
Emergent reading ability judgments. The third and fina? scoring

was for degree of emeréent reading ability. Assessments were obtained

for each chi1d from the dictated and handwritten stories produced by
it A aartn,

Ca thatuchild and from the child's behavior in‘ettempting to re-read each

R A . . . D

K}

type of story. Four ‘sources were"involved in each judgment: dictated
story; re-reeding of dictated story; handwritten%story, re-teadiqg of
handwritten stotfl A seven-point scale described” in Sulzby (in press)'
and shdwn here as Table 1 was used to describe the nature of the written -

productions and~r§e degree of.matching voice- and eyes to print. Two

independent judges scored 311 protocols, with 96X agreement.

. - Teble 1 About B:re
- t ‘




. nature of the composed unit ‘'with the child's ability to reproduce that \

- ¥

_emerges into comprehension of written text. This scale is alsh treated R

_ why, and how. Table 2 presents results of a repeated-measures analysis

Page 18

!

The scale description employs the term "story" because children

were asked to "write a story. " The only measure of structure embedded , + ]

within the 'scale is the difference between scores 1-2 and 3-7. Scores

1-2 vere assigned for attempts in whi¢h the children did not produce :

unitized discourses or "text." Scores)3-7 were given in situations
in which the child did produce connected discourse; however, these scores

‘have no relation to any judgment about the structural complexity of the

"story," or text. .

3

The scale for eﬁergent'reading ability judgments compares the
unit in a reading attempt; in effect, it includes the child's ability to
recall the story along with the child's attentiveness to cues from the

written form. It treatstemory for text as one aspect of reading that

* ' ) ) 3

s ar .

as ordinal. . : e o

Results T

ComﬁlcteneSs of Context

The completeness of contcx% scoring was used to compare ‘pverall

1]

differences in specification of infotmation and also differences in

pecificity in addressinﬁ each of six questions. yho. where, when, what,

of variance and Tablh 3 presents the mean scores for each question for

the two modes of'telling and dictatingj;;d for the two topic treatments,
real and make-believe. It should be remembered that the six scoring s
procedures were not ltanderdizedéto_the saoe'getric and that the scoring

systen was adapted for this study. Table 3 presents compsrison scores

for age groups taken from the data of Menig-Peterson and McCabe (1978).

20




T mem—

"in mind as we analyze the differences within individuals.
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Table 2
Spacification of Context with Topic} Mode, #&nd
Measures as Within-Subjects Repetitions
Ve R
Source ‘df Ss M F
Among' Individun].l 18 184.26 10.24 16.56%% -
“ » . v -
\Within Individuals 437 " 270.11 T .62
Maasures 5 218.93 T m—— . - /
TD(Mode) 1 <02 - .02 £
. . . -
MXERMB - 5 7.22 1.44 14.56%* T,
MXTD . - .91 .18 1.85
RMB X 'TD "~ , 1 +05 - .05 <]
‘MXRMBXTD % 5 .98 20 © 1.99 o,
.~ :
‘Remainder 414 °© 41,01 ] .10
~ — _ . - _
Total " 455 454,37 - -
. ’ }
whp¢.01

Thare were significant 1nd1v1dual differences in the specificity

of contoxt by thesa five~year-old children. This finding 1is not lurprh*

" ing ‘and confirms other reports in the literature about the vu-iat:ion

found amorg children aat this ago lével. These diffetences must be held

In the analysis of completeness of context, the mode distinctions

~

of telling versus dictating did not resylt in a q:l.pi.ficlnt:, factor.

-

Children did not d:lffer -uniﬁcnntlyr in how specific they ware’ in pro-

vidin} essential information for their audience 1n told mode as oppo.ud.
£V ‘ , : N
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to anioral mode. The topic was held constant in this comparison, so it . -
would. appear that children held their basic information the same across .

] ¢

the :@% modes.

 J

A further question was whether children always provide, basic’

context-setting information in the same degree of -peéificity-if other

fac: rs, iike topic, are varied. The topic variation, real versus

make%belilvc, did produce significant differences, bpch
¥

1n:- nction with the six msasures of context specification. {The over-

\

all ignificance of:differences among mnasureglpal 29: tes:gd_&hc to’

overall and in

-

the ﬁact that the snné metkic was ‘not used across the six mahsures.) -

The iktnthction af measures by topic (real and make-beliave) iﬁxhhuwn . ,ﬂ . f////

L4

as & z:aph in Figure 1 but the readar must remember that only. thg

2

diff&rence between pairs of means is com@arablc, relative size of the

nng@s fyom category to category is not interpretable.

Figure 1
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. , Table 3

-~ . '

.Yeans for Completeness of Context

*Henig-Pet.erson i
r . : - ., and McCabe's . ;
Category Real. Make-Believe Told Dictated Average age group scores ‘
oo $ . - : . ‘
. who 1.74 2.08. 1.87 1.95" 191 (1.89, 34-4)
, 3 wherg .24 29 124 W27 26 (1.62,%% 3&-@
vhen. .84 .66 797 T 471 .75 (.60,  Bl-9k)
>, vhat 2,32 .  2.05 2.2 "2,16 2,18 (1.66,%% 34-4%) .
n‘ ..1 , - i ] N
v . ) . wh’ n .55 ) 071 &71 . .56 -63 ( a71, 4‘5"5*;
2 . v ’ Co . . 41, ) y-4k)
_ how . . .76 1.21 «95 . 1.02 «99 (1.72, 34-4)

*Scoring system adapted and different elicitation proccdur'u used in
V these studies. ,

“**These scores ave not comparable. Converted to proportions, whare
lv.;‘?l for this study is 26%; for Menig-Peterson and McCabe, 54% for
35 -\elg's. The Sulzby what average is 73% and the Menig-Peterscn et al
scoring. for 3l ~ 4l's is 83X of their possible score.

0

The real and make-believe stories generated by these fj.ve-year-

old children differed overall in hoy completely the child specified

'inﬁomtiotex to anwer‘t:he{ basic who, where, when, what, vhy, and how
) quzotiono. From the graph of the means (Figure 1), it appears that
N .
the make-believe stories tended to provide more specific information

about ‘tht who, vhy, and how in the story. Make-believe stories were

also slightly more specific about location, wﬁere. but so few children
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speéifiﬁpilocatign ‘at all that these differences should brobably be
disregarded. The real stories, on- the other hand, were more specific
in_explaining what the object was and when the event took place. '
Table 3 gives means for all categoriés of compietenes; of
context for this study, real ;ﬁdAméke-believe, told and diciateﬂ,'as

well as the average for each question. Additionally, it furnishes

comparison scores angl proportiors of age _'g,r'tmpa' from &enig-’-l’etersén

-and McCabe's (1978) data that are noét similar fo these data. It &an

be seen that the five-year-old children in the current study were éble' :
tu.spgclfy information shen asked to tell or dictate as part of writing .
a story, but that generally their Ppecification was low. For five
categories, their specifications were mo}é'like that of younger children
who were narrafing real-life events in a conversational setting. Only
one category, gﬁéﬂ the event happened, was particularly advanced when
compared with Menig—Peteraon,and chabe's sample, and this advantage

held across all conditions.

Structural Complexity and Emergent Reading Ability

Results from the adapted production story grammar analysis were uae&

to address is-ue; having to do with overali structural complexity of the
stories and the possible relation of thaﬁ cﬁmplexity to éuetgent rgading
ability. Table 4 gives the frequency.of the variéus story:atructures ‘
across sessions. :

The distribution of story structures indicates that these
stories tend to be less qcnplex than those elicited by the story starter
-ethoa of Gléin and Stein (1§78) and cvén les co&ple& than the narratives

-

elicited by.Menig-Peterson and McCabe (in press). . .,
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) .
) 3
é Table 4 -~
. Frequency of Story Structures
. Session 1 Session 2
Structure N Told Dictated = Told Dictated Total
" No Story 4 | 5 : 2 = 2 13
Mo Structure : 3 2 1 1] 7
Descriptive Sequence o Y TT{TT 1 T 4
Action Sequance 4% 3 11 ;v7' 25
Esié:ivc chucgca 4 6 | 4 B 22
Incomplete Episode . ‘2*" 1 1 L2 6
Simple Episode 1 1 1 0 3
Cosplete Episode . 4 4 1 0 9
Multli-episode - ] 2 1 2 -2 7

Totals 24 24 24 24 . 96

*Contains one “procedural” nargative.

de
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Scores for structural complexity taken from the adapted story

]

gifamai' éygfen vere analyzed using a aulijects-by-‘me,asgres design: Scores

. * - from the Emergent Reading Abilities Judgment (Sulzby 1981 and in press) .

N

" were uaed as a covariate and the regression was not significant. No

"y

significant portion of the structural romplexity .acores ia expla‘;ned . -
. by she energent reading ability scores (P =< 1). Additionally, there
% ¥ were no aignificam: main effects or first order in'tiera’ctidns (see .-
N .

'& T‘ble 5)0 ] J ¢

N . ‘- .
i -
Tsble 5 \ ' )

Topic and Mode Effects on
Strucr.uul Complexity

~

Source df - MS
Azong individuals 23 15.02
Within individuals 72 . .
Mode (DT) 1 .26 .
.Topic(RMB) 1. .26
DT X RMB 1 .31
. Residual | 69 2,33
DT/S - . 23 ™ 3,91%% )
RMB/S 23 1.69 .
Remainder 23 +1.38
1 Total . 95 . .
- #AThis mean square vas the only one of these. ‘ -

data to produce a significant (p<.01) F-ratio.




" upen the quality 0f‘:be'th£. of course. ﬁsing

_ ‘from the theory of generalizabilit§‘(6;o
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From these data, it appears that there was no main effect upon

*

structural complexity as measured by the story grammar. However,

individual variation appears to be significant and to be related to

'the mode varisble. The interaction of told and dictated by individuals

can be Interpreted to indicate‘that some childfen would have equivalent
complexity on told and dictated stories; some would be higher on told
and others higher upon dictated. |

The importance of the mode by subjects interaction is dependent

ch, Glgser. Nanda, &

Rajaratnam, 1972, ;. 23££.), the ri;fﬁgility of the four different

SCOrey fof thia sau#le of 1ndiv1&§als ﬁas calculated to be “.85. ° From'

_ these cniculations, there is some réassurance that the mehsurements

_*’l —

' uaed hava a relatively acceptaﬁic level of internal eontistency.

A 3t&ph of individual scores :evalled two clusters of children.
one group in which the cold stories were :uperior to the dictated‘:nd
vice versa: £;a£; vas 8 mix of children high and low in emergent ‘
resding abilities in both groups (as, 1ndead,.che.la:k of a regre:nioﬁ
effect for emergent reading abilities would haveiindiclted).

o

7 U
. ,.;.;u'_‘.;.m o

e fachniques derived -
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‘real or a nglie-believe’ vantag‘e poing. Make-believe storiss were more

*
- 7 .,

'uke-believo; version of leari\,{ng te ride a big ;ﬁeel. This was not the. o ,

- The interacticm 'bet:ween the type of question (whc,.vhere. when, »vhat o

‘ :lnfomtion, even wiﬂh 4 scoring syaten adapted to the- spccﬁ’ic content

| bennen at lust‘. some of its parta. The items in which tesl ‘i_stor:lea

Page 26
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+
- . Discussion . .
F o« : ’ : 0‘}

The cempléteness of context analysis revealed differer'xces in .

& .
< e
-

specif icét;ion of information according, to topic (real versus make- T

believe) but not. acc&rdiné 8o mode (told versus dictated). When asked

to tell. and dictate as part of writing a story, these kindergarten

'Ihei:e were differences in decontextualizati:on, ﬁowefar, dependen.t upon .
- . > L7

-

i
éhi;dren did not)diffe_r in specificity of information, or deccﬁtextualization. C 1

whether the topic, leuming' to ride a big wheel) 'was related froma - £

*

detontextualizedg children specified informaticn nore coppletely-fér the

case, however,a for all Atenms which could be specified.

’ e PR

2, and ‘how) and the ‘topic (x.'eal and make-believe) indicat‘ es” "flfat SRS U
children were more speciiir about those. itens that canpr:lse the heart of T |
& conplete nattative, as described by the story gramar theot:lst:s

(Mandler & Johnson, 1977, Runelhart, 1977; Stein & Glenn, 1979) R

A

H-ke-believe stories 'wer; more specific about who, ' y_ how. and where

»~ A
and directions used in the study‘ . (Beeausea.;ocation was mentioned so . '

}ig:tle, vhere will be.;gnored in this discussion.)  The who scoring

T R I s

includes the introduction of a protagonist and Sther- relevant _actorgs

the how is scoréd on the basis of .specification of & goal, an attmpt-, .

and an outcone, z 1ndicnte- that the nn:rat:ive @}.a caueal relations

. PR id

d -
L4
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v

L

were better specified‘seem to be more closely tied to items that young
children mighs £ind important and easily accessible from memory.

. These are items that a non-present audience might not care to know unless

the story were more elaborate about those items in which the make-believe

) specification was superior. Real stories told what and when; usually .

this was the si:ec;ification'of the key object, the big wheel, tmd~ the
age of tine child when s/he .*Lem:ne.cl~ to ride.

These data seem to give some support to the claim that children , ‘
will produce real stories that are more scriptlike and predictable,
wherens they will elsborate more upon nake-believ‘e stories. While
© RN the coupleteneee of context analysis wvas not designed to exzmine

etory n:ructuré but focused upou discrete kinda of information, there is
. | some :lndication that the make-nelieve storieg contained more of the
"7~ elessnts of « W1l forued stoiy. Furthermore, these elements were more

highly specified, or n;ore underst_andable‘t;o a non-present aud:ience;‘

. . The completeness of context ahalysis may furnish evidence

=
- 3

: of the developing" model of ‘the authorlrender relationship of these

~w» children. It provides some ind:b:ect auggeet:lon thnt children's productions

-

my in. relat;ton to vhether or ‘not the chﬂd intends to produce a realistic

L}

or a fantasy version build from the sane knovledge‘ base. These thildren
are at an age vhen the abili:y to create an autononoue fahtasy world in

pley has been docmiented (Sclrlett: & Wolf, 1979). "It 16 not clear that -

. : there is any understanding on the part of the child of epecific needs

of an /(udience pa-rY :ehtion to these vantlge points, even though there
’1\‘ o

ie mcrn-ing evidence thlt ehildren are able to adapt to the needs of

their audience in oral language q:u:uation. (uenigfreterson & McCabe, 1978)."

-
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. . »
N han .

'i"'na .>tsove discussion has focused upon the children as a group. ' o
It must be remembered that there was significant individual variation
among the children, both in completeness of conte:ét and in-the analysis =~

of structural complexity which will be discussed below. That variation

Y

k e ' was not attributable to -any of the within-child variables in the

R .
e v

completeness of tontext analysis but within-child differences were

found by the measure of structural complexity' the adaﬁted story *

grammar.

@

,D‘e_scriptiv:e findings from the production stor:yQ. grammar indicate

that the children produced structures that covered the ‘entire range o o {

L

described by Glenn and Stein”(1978) and Stein and Glenn (1981, Note 2)
- When these stories are compared with those produced in oral language
studies that focus upon stories for their 'ovn sake, ral:hen than as B
wr:ittetei—foime‘, it 1s clear that theee 'c'!;iidfaibroddced ‘stories that
are ntrutturally less complex. It ia highly likely that adding the
consideration of "writing“ to story production calls upon different
knowledges. or conaiderat:tone that iqcrease processing demands. These
increased demands may result in less well?-forned stories. ' 3 .
. While the children prod(uced stories that run the.gamut of structures

-

‘ pooited by the production story gramr, their etoriee ‘did not differ

- structurally according to mode or topic as a main effect. 'The ‘only.
g;lgnif:lclnt difference was .the mteraction between mode and mdividuals,
It had been opeculated that structural complexity would be related
to how close a chﬂd was to being able to read :I.ndependentlyf While R - -

this may be the case for inddvidual children, this analysis was
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';not specific enough o feveal a pattern."Some thildren who were

" nearly able to read independently produced well-formed episodic

‘ BN

~)~stories{but others produeed brief » spgrse pieces. That same k‘lnd of
vatiatio: could be Been by examining examples at the other end of the
s .‘ distribution. Children 8 emergent reading abilities as measured by Bthe
Sulzby (in -press) scale did not contribute ai‘gnificantly to the scores
. of strnctural complexity Furthermore, even though there _was the |
interaction between mode (told and dictated) and individuals.
examination ~f the raw data again revealed no pattern of reading

abilities. For, some high and for ‘gome low. children, the told story

** + was structurally more complex than the dictated story and vice versa.

o The fact that differences were found with the more specific :
iS B - \ R

N o analysis and were not detected w:lth the more inclusive analysis is
: L ""z“ .

int‘:iguingf ,particularly paired with thé content of the itens in

.

J which nake-believe stories were superior in specification of R

L -~

- . ,inforﬁation. It~ is posaible that a more precise adaptation of the
. production atdg’ gramar wouid be*hore Hevealing. Perhapo the -
longitudinal study of begd.nn:lng reading and vriting can’ suggest

fruitful directions for such adaptations. . . \

s

-
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l‘able ™** _ ‘

. \Emergent Reading Ability Judgments .

: ' \ "Read:l.ng Judgmenta" - ..

Score - . - " . i
assigned . N Behaviors observed sy P
i 5 PR, : Yot )
B ) . . . 3  F ey -
1 No dictated nor handwritten stories.‘ hence, no attémpts

to re-read.- Child refuses to pretend-readwar pretend-

write. T \ o
2 _ No handwritten stories produced, but some primitive
' evidence of reading and writing. Dictation is.clearly
composed of conversational characteristics. . . Writings
arxre either not re-read or re-—read very little.

(For 3—-7; stories are produced ).

3 Eyes are nof on print. Child says written story
"dom't say mything or, for dictated story, -
. "I can't resad."

4 - Eyes are not om print, but child atteﬁpts_to‘ re-read. |
The story thus reg:li;ed is similar to original but
"~ mot ltable.* S B -
. i Eyes are not on pt:l.nt, but child attempts to re-
- read.. Story thus tedted 1- stable.

6 - Eyes are on print, but the child i- clearly not
tracking print. Story recited is stable.* (Child
may ' be able to track print with aid of examiner
C but not- :Indepemlcntly. . Print can be pretcnd-cuaive, .
' etec., 1f the story clearly’ accompanied the wylposi— -
. . tiom- el.tbgr»:lu th:l.- tnk or preceding tuk.) ]

7 - .Child's eyu are tucldnz p::lnt., ntc‘hing voice.
’ . ' to print, "actually rudin; :f.ndependently, with
attention to. -nn:l.ng ) , .-

* Stable refers to claue-level nn:l.tl. If a stoty is :t:able

no clausgs have been added, onitted, or placed out of sequencé.

** ' Data fron a fbllow-ug -study, Otto and’ Sulztsy (1981, Note 1), indicate

that there is ‘an-altérmate form of "5" in. which the syes are on ‘print
' but the story recited is similar but not ntabla.* Scoring of ‘thase
data are not Atfccnd by that. alt.tnatc.”

-

1
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. The research reported %%einewas sponsored pr:lmarily by the

. ; P
* 0 g . !

‘ . -“_[,_‘

,,, ’ J *- Research Fotmdati@*bt the Natiogal Counqil .of Teachers of Englieh ’

r L. ‘Addi.tionel support was furnished hx«‘the National Iaetitute of Eduoation - . i"*g,:
K e T . o if R . ‘.
R (NIE-G~80-0176) . The opinions expressed do not necesserily reflect the

position, polic}, ‘or endorsement of the supporting egencieﬂa.

| Coments and questions about the content may he addressed to the

author, Dr. Elizabeth Sulzby, School of Education, Northwestern -
Univeraity. 2003 Sheridan Road, Eveneton, Illinois 60201
l'rhe agthor expresses appreciation to Dr. Margaret Policastro

“

for assistance in data collection: eod to Dr. Norman Bowers for statistical

advice. Thenics are due to 'Suﬁen Andereon, BeVerly Cox » Beverly Otto,

and Herr:l.et Rebenovete for eeaietense in scoring end enalyeie and to R

,

) the school, teacher. end etudents who must t‘eue:ln anonynoue.

21 heve discueeed such a etudy w:lth ‘one other researcher and have

.
7

coudncted a follow-up etudy v:lth dete in the procees of being enalyzed. _ ‘

v “Isince thess ‘data were collected in 1979-80, we have conducted

' e—full-year etudy gh:lch mcludee docuuentetion of the curriculu- in

RN

, ' the clnerooe Thue we have evidence thet reading and vriting ere not ( 3

;:f;)"ff; - teoght__ in a formal unner, the tasks that are closest to formal metmction ,
~ere etorybook reading which goes on throughout the. year and a unit on

. e ‘the poet—office, around Velent:lne'e Day.c

. . Ca -
o - v :




ot

Reference Notes

&f&on. E. H, Personal communication, April, 1981. Henderson

o7 - said What his practice. in using the language-experience approach

in_stnic }oxxélljr- was to éxplﬁz:e a stimulus with the children’,

allow the c}xiidreq t;o tgl,k about tha. stimulug with it‘ still 1n<
view, the:.x remove it for the dictation. My :l.nfer_e‘ncé is that i:h:l.s
proceaure.illaw's a gradual decontextualization within thevaituat:lon.

2. Otto, B., & Sulzby, E. Judging the emergent reading abilitles of

s

kindergarten children. Paper presented at the 31st Annual National

R Reading Conference, Dallas, December, 1981, i
3. Stein, N. L., & Glenn. C. G. The concept of a study: A study of
CoT . story tellin\g. Hileograph;. éhigag% The University of C'l'guicgg.o,
“ 1981.
r -
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